Russian art studies traditionally approach Constructivism as a movement that was opposed to Suprematism. The author of this article, however, believes that both of these movements shared a number of characteristics. They both originated in the Cubist aesthetics and rejected traditional figurative art. They both sought to discover the 'new way of seeing' in their effort to develop original painting techniques for this novel multi-dimensional reality. The author demonstrates how the Constructivists put these principles into practice. Constructivists and Suprematists adhered to similar principles and adopted similar techniques when working with material. As a result, in their search for a new style, they tended to follow similar paths. Their creative method is based on dissolving visible forms into the simplest (geometrical) primary elements and recombining these fragments into the new reality. This inevitably raised the question about the relationship between art and life. Constructivists went even further and proposed the ideology of 'production art', that is, art that served a practical purpose for the society. Thus, the key Constructivist concepts and ideas were determined by the problems that this movement sought to address -these were the same problems which their precursors (Cubists and Suprematists) had failed to solve. Constructivism was, therefore, the next stage in the development of Russian Modernism.
Introduction
In Russian art studies, Constructivism is commonly described as a unique phenomenon determined exclusively by the specific political and ideological situation of Soviet Russia in the 1920s. Most researchers do not support the idea of continuity that existed between Constructivist and other avant-garde movements, pointing out that ISPS Convention 2017 they developed independently of each other. E.Bobrinskaya describes this common view the following way: 'The traditional scheme of progressive development does not apply to many movements and periods in the twentieth-century culture. Instead, there was a kaleidoscope of interactions, reflections, scintillations, and recurring patterns' (Bobrinskaya 2016, 11) . In her study, Bobrinskaya focuses on the problems of identity and boundaries of art and approaches Сonstructivism as a radical break with figurative art and as an attempt to reach beyond what was considered the traditional territory of art. She defines Constructivism not on the basis of its style or method but as a 'specific type of art in which the work of an artist was likened to that of an engineer, to the production process' (Bobrinskaya 2016, 121 ). According to O.A.Yushkova, if we use the term 'Constructivism' to refer to a certain movement with its own discernible style, we should distinguish between the sphere of architecture and painting. For painting O.A.Yushkova proposes the term 'constructivity', which denotes a trend comparable with the method of structuralist analysis. An artist creates a work of art out of a range of semantically connected elements organized hierarchically according to formal criteria ( [8] , 166-167). E.Sidorina also points out that Constructivism emphasized the skill and technique involved in creating artworks, their so-called 'constructedness' or careful organization of constitutive elements. Such approach was highly characteristic of the arts in the 1920s since it resonated with the spirit of the time and captured the collective urge to build a new world [5] .
Constructivism as a movement is believed to have been launched by the First Working Group of Constructivists (Alexey Gan, Alexandr Rodchenko, and Varvara Stepanova) and their work at the Institute of Artistic Culture (INKhUK) (1921) (1922) , where they developed their ideas of combining purely artistic forms with the technological process of creating utilitarian objects. Sometimes the beginning of Constructivism is also associated with the publication of Alexey Gan's brochure 'Constructivism' (1922) . An alternative origin can be found in the first exhibition of the self-proclaimed group of Constructivists (Konstantin Medunetsky, Vladimir and Georgi Stenberg) in Moscow in 1921. Their catalogue contained a manifesto which laid down the aims and the corresponding principles of the so-called 'production art'. Some researchers see Vladimir
Tatlin as a precursor of Constructivism, pointing out that the beginning of this movement coincided with his project of the Monument to the Third International (Tatlin's Tower) [5] .
Constructivism, however, cannot be reduced to specific groups or exhibitions. As for its theoretical foundations, it is hard to find any in the manifestos of those artists who proclaimed themselves to be Constructivists. For example, the book by Alexey however, we will see that the forms and style these artists used were very similar to Suprematist geometrical abstractions, even though the aims proclaimed by these movements often seem to be mutually exclusive. We will further show that not only specific techniques but also collective programme statements and opinions voiced by certain artists reflect principles, ideas, and even goals shared by Constructivist and Suprematist art. The principles of the experimental practice adopted in Constructivism originated in Cubism. In this case, avant-garde movements can hardly be regarded just as a product of individual creative imagination, they rather express certain ideologies.
We believe that the development of any new movement is based on the achievements and discoveries of its predecessors. Objectives that the previous generations failed to meet serve as a point of departure for further experimentation with materials, methods and style.
Programme
Almost all avant-garde movements initially emphasized their unique and innovative character and posed as pioneers and inventors of a new manner in art. Kazimir Malevich seems to be the only artist who believed that painting followed a pattern of evolutionary development, in which each new movement made a step towards annihilating the narrative, objectness, and semblance to real life. In his theoretical articles, Malevich Such grandiose aspirations show that avant-garde artists not only believed in the power of art but also believed in its ability to create a new world. Alexey Gan proclaimed that through artistic work Constructivists will be able to build the future. Malevich also considered Suprematism as a programme for building future life, as a way to tranform the world, even though he did not directly associate these aims with ideology.
El Lissitzky in his article 'Suprematism of World Building' wrote that the artist was to become the creator of the 'new world that does not exist yet, that we are giving birth to and that will grow through the universe and is only starting to flesh out' ( [6, 7] , Vol.3, 143).
In order to initiate the transformation of the world the artists had to transform themselves primarily through discovering a new way of seeing, which should also be learnt by the audience. The Cubists demanded to put an end to the 'shameful dependence of painting on vision', meaning that visual perception is based on our perception of real objects. Albert Gleizes and Jean Metzinger thought that it was vulgar to search for 
Style and Method
The After pictorial space had disappeared, the object was placed in the real space and it had to be semantically connected with reality. Tatlin took this idea further in his slogan 'Art Into Life', which reflected the evolution of the whole Constructivist programme.
After having broken with their former mentor Malevich, the group (Lyubov Popova, Olga Rosanova, and Nadezhda Udaltsova) united behind their new leader and felt it necessary to create art that would exist in the social environment, in the real living space. Tatlin spoke of 'functional constructiveness' of any art form. His 'material selections' were built in a such a way that no element could be extracted without destroying their wholeness, like a mechanism in which every part is indispensable. Following
Tatlin, other Constructivists also overtly emphasized artificiality, 'constructedness' and mechanistic organization of their works. Tatlin's idea of functional constructiveness was transformed into the rule of utilitarian necessity. Thus, the study of properties of materials for their own sake became no longer important but now had a more pragmatic purpose of putting these materials to practical use. The second element -faktura -also was not entirely a Constructivist invention. The
Suprematists were particularly interested in pictorial faktura from the very beginning and later came to understand it as the usage of various materials. Giving precedence to the Cubists, who were the first to 'put into the picture cement and concrete and homemade iron constructions', El Lissitzky writes in his article 'Suprematism in World Reconstruction' the following: 'The new element which we (Suprematists) have brought to the fore in our painting -faktura -will be applied to the whole of this still-tobe-built world' ( [6, 7] 
Conclusion
Despite their seemingly contradictory statements and the differences in their approaches to art, the Constructivists and Suprematists were trying to address similar artistic goals by choosing similar ways, which originated from Cubism. The point of departure for all these movements was the autonomous value of their material: its colour, form, faktura, and structure (composition or construction). Initially, they focused on those aesthetic parameters that determined the value of an artwork. The Cubists regarded a painting as an object created by an artist and existing as an independent phenomenon of the real world. Regardless of its aesthetic qualities, such objectpainting is useless (Pablo Picasso returned his collages made of sand and pebbles back to nature by throwing them back into the sea. As for those of his art works that he created out of unwanted trash, he later disassembled them and returned to the scrapyard). For exponents of Russian avant-garde, the value of an artwork lay in the painted surface of the canvas. For Malevich, this surface represented space since it was a visible projection of multidimensionality. For an artist as a creator Suprematist forms opened new, superior reality, invisible to an ordinary viewer. The Constructivists endowed Suprematist geometrical forms with real volume by creating first reliefs (this technique was discovered by the Cubists in their collages) and then three-dimensional objects. Constructivism returned to the Cubist principle of thingness: by giving volume to figures and adding the third dimension, the artists changed the status of their works from art objects to real life objects or products, which, in turn, led them to the concept of utilitarianian and then production art.
Although flat surface and volume proved to be a bone of contention between the Constructivists and Suprematists, both of these movements were addressing a similar issue: to reveal the properties and structure of materials to the fullest extent. While some worked primarily with colour and flat geometrical forms, others preferred such materials as metal, tinfoil, wood, and so on, which they used to create their threedimensional compositions. It was the perception of material that led Malevich to pure forms. He believed that an artist had to choose the most adequate form to reveal colour in its fullness. Lyubov Popova went even further in saying that form prevails over colour, with the latter emphasizing the former, thus, colour is secondary. Constructivist thought moved from form to material: Constructivists prioritized material believing that form and colour only enhanced its inherent qualities. Therefore, they strove to do 'real' work with 'real' materials. Such experiments were a logical step towards the concept of utilitarianism.
Creation of geometrical forms, building compositions and exhibiting the texture of their surfaces became not just an artistic technique but a general strategy of working with materials. The search for formal elements and attributes of the style turned into a method that consisted of constructing objects out of the already existing set of forms.
Artistic creation was considered to be a form of engineering or invention. Aesthetic parameters of artworks were replaced by organizational and technical tasks. The shift of artists' intention from creating 'pure art' to producing utilitarian things could be found as early as at the very early stages of planning. The same shift determined the evolutionary development from style to method.
Thus, we can trace back the general course that the exploration and experimentation of these three movements (Cubists, Suprematists, and Constructivists) had taken and that determined those characteristics in style and programme that they all shared.
They were addressing the same problems: deconstruction of forms belonging to the real world; search for primary elements to create a new reality; relationship between the reality they created and the real life; interdependence between the form and the colour; and the priority of flat surfaces over volume or vice versa. As for the technical side, all three movements also demonstrated stylistic similarities such as their interest in clear geometrical schemes constructed out of geometrical planes and lines and the structure of an object. Thus, the evolution from Cubism to Suprematism and Constructivism was following its logical course of development in terms of style and artistic goals.
